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ABSTRACT
Sixty-four males were divided into high- and low-dominant
groups*

Each subject was paired with a confederate and led

to believe that they would be taking an auditory discrimi
nation test together.

One-half of the subjects were stared

at by the confederate for a three minute period during the
testi the other half were not stared-at.

Subjects were then

asked to decide how much they would like to participate in
a game with their "partner”.

Subjects were paid for taking

the auditory test and were told that if they decided to
participate in the game, they may either lose what they had
already earned or win their partner's money in addition to
their own.

After indicating how much they wanted to stay

or leave, subjects rated their partners on twenty bi-polar
adjectives.

In addition, they indicated their own feelings

about the experiment on seven bi-polar adjectives.

Subjects

then participated in a non-zero sum game with their partner.
This game was designed to allow subjects to either compete
or cooperate with their partner.

Hypotheses were as follows*

(1) High- and low-dominant subjects would respond dif
ferently to a stare, with high-dominant subjects indicating
more desire to stay and compete with their partner and lowdominant subjects indicating more desire to leave or flee
the situation.

This hypothesis was supported.
vii

(2)

Both

high- and low-dominant subjects would judge the starer to
be more dominant and powerful than the non-starer.

In

addition, the low-dominant subjects would rate the starer
more negatively than the non-starer.

Only the latter part

of this hypothesis was partially supported.

(3)

In the

stare condition, more high-dominant and fewer low-dominant
subjects would make competitive choices in the non-zero
sum game than in the no-stare condition.
was not supported.

This hypothesis

Results were discussed in relation to

non-human primate literature and in terms of social learning
theory.

viii

INTRODUCTION
The evil eye, the furtive glance, the extended gaze,
the stare, the glare and the look— for centuries authors
and poets alike have recognized the richness and intensity
of visual interaction.

Only in the recent past, however,

has the subject of visual interaction been empirically in
vestigated,

Slowly and, perhaps, surely the major functions

of visual behavior in humans are beginning to be understood.
Summaries of these functions have been provided by Goffman
(196*0, Kendon (1967)* and Argyle and Dean (1965)*
According to Goffman (196*0, a person's visual behav
ior can serve both to initiate and maintain social inter
actions.

In a similar vein, but based more on experimental

evidence, Kendon (19^7) found that gaze-direction, or where
a person looks, in a social interaction has monitoring,
regulatory, and expressive functions.

The monitoring func

tion is served when one person looks at another in order to
gather information about that person’s behavior.

Kendon

also found that people characteristically give eye signals
to each other in order to communicate their intentions about
who is allowed to talk and for how long.

This signalling

behavior serves what he calls the regulatory function.
Finally, Kendon showed that people will use gaze aversion
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or other visual behaviors to express their feelings (e.g.
embarrassment, boredom) to one another.

He labeled this

the expressive function of visual behavior.
Argyle and Dean (1965) specified five main functions
of eye contact in humans, three of which are quite similar
to functions already mentioned.

"Information-seeking is

first and is essentially identical to Kendon*s monitoring
function.

"Signalling that the channel is open" is similar

to Kendon*s regulatory function.

Argyle and Dean call the

third function of eye contact "concealment and exhibit
ionism", by which they mean that some people try at all
costs to be seen so as to be confirmed as a person, whereas
others try to avoid being seen because it makes them feel
depersonalized and objectified.

The fourth function men

tioned by Argyle and Dean is "establishment and recog
nition of social relationships", a function very similar
to Goffman*s initiating and maintaining function.

The

last function mentioned by Argyle and Dean is what they
call the "affiliative conflict theory."

This theory,

which has inspired considerable research, proposes that
eye contact is one component of intimacy in a social
interaction.

Other components of intimacy could be

physical proximity, amount of smiling, intimacy of topic,
etc.

The theory specifically states that between any

two people some level of intimacy is established and all
components contributing to this level of intimacy are
kept in a state of equilibrium.

Thus, the following
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predictions were made from this theory!

If eye contact

is reduced in a relationship, then greater physical prox
imity is possihlej or, if proximity is increased, eye
contact will decrease.

The predictions were confirmed

by Argyle and Dean*s (1965) study.

In short, eye contact,

along with other factors, functions as an index of in
timacy.
Whereas the studies of the functions of visual
behavior in humans have been quite varied, the most studied
function of animal visual behavior has been concerned with
the effect of the direct eye gaze or stare.

A number of

studies of nonhuman primates have shown that a steady
gaze or stare is often used as a threat display in order
to protect territory or to establish dominance.

In

addition, Cott (1957) pointed out numerous examples of
eye-like colorations in birds and insects which serve to
protect the organisms by presenting a threat to predators.
Stares and other threat displays have been found to be
very functional by most species, in that such displays
often avert aggressive, attack behaviors.

Schaller (1963)

found that an unwavering direct stare commonly appears as
a form of threat in intra-group dominance interactions of
gorillas.

If unsuccessful in evoking a submissive response,

other more aggressive behaviors may follow the direct
stare.

Specifically, the gorilla may lunge forward, then

bluff or charge, and then actually make physical contact
if necessary.

Often, though, the stare alone is

sufficiently threatening to make any further aggressive
display unnecessary.

A similar use of the direct stare

as a means of establishing or maintaining dominance has
been found in a variety of primates*

monkeys (Van Hooff,

1967)* baboons (Hall and Devore, 1965)* langurs (Jay,
1965)» rhesus and bonnet macaques (Hinde and Rowell,
1962), and chimpanzees (van Lawick-Goodall, 1968).

In

an interesting extension of these findings, Exline and
Yellin (1969) found that humans can elicit and inhibit
threatening displays in rhesus monkeys merely by initiating
or breaking off eye contact with the monkeys.
According to Poirier (197^), the maintenance of a
stable dominance hierarchy is a very important method
whereby primates and many other animals reduce the inci
dence of aggression in their group.

Aggression can occur

either when the leader male is displaced or when subadults
are moving up the dominance hierarchy.

Whereas the

typical response to a threatening stare is a show of
submission (averting the gaze) by the subordinate animal
(Altmann, 1967), other responses (counter-threat, counter
attack) may occur when the dominance of the staring animal
is being challenged.
Dominance interactions in non-human species are
manifested in several different ways.

When food'is

limited, often the most dominant animal will get its share
first.

Likewise, when a female is sexually receptive,

the dominant male will take precedence over the other
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males if he is so inclined.

Where an animal sits, who

gives way to whom on a narrow trail, and who protects
the young of the species are all potentially determined
by the dominance of the animals involved.

It must be

pointed out, however, that dominance, as a determinant
of behavior, often acts in a very situation-specific
manner.

That is, many non-human primate interactions

occur in which dominance could potentially play a role
but does not.

Exactly why it tends to be a functional

determinant in some relationships and not in others re
mains a puzzle to investigators in the field.
In human interactions, dominance is thought to be
related to such variables as age, status, rank, and maybe
even physical size.

The essence of most dominance inter

actions appears to be the potential power or control of
one person over another.

As with non-human species,

humans may effectively reduce agonistic behavior to sym
bolic forms by means of dominance messages.

For purposes

of definition, a high-dominant person will be considered
to be "dominant, forceful, and self-confident, able to
define his goals and to move resolutely toward their
attainment,..not particularly conciliatory or the kind of
person before whom one would wish to admit weakness or
personal shortcomings"

(Gough, 1968).

The relationship between dominance and eye contact
in humans is not yet fully understood.

Some of the studies

have varied dominance-related variables to determine their
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effect on patterns of eye contact.

For example, Fugita

(197*0 found that subjects would maintain longer eye
contact with high-status approvers than with high-status
nonapprovers.

However, if their partner was of low-status,

subjects did not respond differently to the approval fac
tor* that is, subjects looked at low-status approvers and
non-approvers the same amount.

Similarly, Ifran (1968)

found that when a college freshman was addressing a dyad
consisting of a senior and a freshman, the senior re
ceived more eye contact than did the lower-status freshman.
Nevill (197**), Exline (1963)* and Mobbs (1968) have all
shown that individuals who are considered to be more
socially dependent spend more time making eye contact than
less dependent persons.

Finally, Exline and Long (1971)

found that in a dyad of persons with different power posi
tions, the less powerful person looked more at the more
powerful person than vice versa.

These studies indicate

that a high-dominant person is more frequently looked at
than a low-dominant person.

It may be important to a less-

dominant person to know what a more-dominant person expects
of him, thus requiring more visual monitoring.
Other studies of the dominance-eye contact relation
ship in humans have varied the amount of eye contact of a
confederate in order to examine the impressions such con
tact had on its recipients.

In one such study, Cook and

Smith (1975) had a confederate display either an averted,
a normal, or a continuous gaze in a short interaction with
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a subject.

They found that subjects, who in a free des

cription commented about the confederate's visual behavior,
rated the confederate as more potent the more he or she
looked at the subject.

Exline et al. (1971) found a

somewhat different result when the subjects' orientation
toward controlling others in their environment (as mea
sured by Schutz's FIRO B scale) was taken into- account.
In a five minute discussion of travel interests, the
confederate looked at the subject (when the subject was
speaking) either 0# or 100# of the time.

When the con

federate spoke, he looked at the subject 50# of the time.
The investigators found that high-control-oriented sub
jects looked into the eyes of the confederate in the 100#
condition more than the low-control subjects.

However,

in terms of ratings, the high-control subjects judged the
0# confederate to be more potent than the 100# confederate.
The experimenters concluded that "those who like to control
others seem to find those whose visual attention they
cannot capture more powerful than those whose they can"
(p. 192).
Two studies which dealt more directly with a domi
nance measurement were done by Thayer (1968) and Strongman
and Champness (1968).

Thayer (1968) had a male con

federate look at another male for either an extended time
period (three 58-second periods interrupted by three
two-second looking-away periods) or a brief time period
(three two-second looking periods interrupted by three
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58-second looking-away periods).

He then asked the sub

jects to rate how they saw the other person and how they
thought the other person saw them.

Recipients of the

extended looks judged the looker to be more dominant
than recipients of brief looks.

In addition, the extended-

look recipients felt that the looker judged them to be
less dominant than recipients of the brief looks.

These

findings seem consistent with the findings of the studies
that used dominance-related variables.

That is, generally

those who look more at another are perceived as more
dominant than those who look less.

Apparently, looking

more is seen as a potential means of control.

Only in

the Exline et al. (1971) study was a different result
found, and, in that instance, control-oriented subjects
found the 100?S looker less potent than the 0% looker.
Strongman and Champness (1968) were interested in
finding out if hierarchies of eye gaze dominance exist.
They had 10 subjects (5 male and 5 female) interact with
each other in all possible dyadic encounters.

Each subject

met with every other subject in a two-minute session in
which they were to become acquainted with each other.
The subjects were observed inconspicuously, and their
gaze submissions and patterns of speech were recorded.
An eye gaze submission was defined as the breaking of
eye contact by averting the eyes.

In each encounter,

the subject showing the fewer eye submissions was defined
as being the dominant member.

Using Landau's (1951)

theory of hierarchy, the investigators found that the
dominance structure of submission from initial eye contact
closely approaches hierarchy.

That is, in a very short

period of time, relatively consistent dominance rela
tionships, as measured by eye gaze aversions, are estab
lished in humans.

For example, if X and Y make eye contact

and Y is the first to look away, and then Y and Z make
contact and Z is the first to look away, then it> is a
fairly safe prediction that when X and Z make eye contact,
2 will be the first to look away.

Thus, it would seem

that eye contact, or gazing, or staring could be used as
a threat display (to maintain dominance) in humans in
much the same way that it is used by nonhuman primates.
Relatively few studies have directly looked at
the effects of staring in humans.

In one of these

(Ellsworth and Carlsmith, 1973), it was found that angered
subjects would apply less shock to confederates who
averted their gaze.

This finding apparently contradicts

the finding in nonhuman primate literature that gaze
aversion is used to show submission and thus prevent
aggressive attack.

In humans, consistently meeting an

aggressor's gaze serves the function of inhibiting
aggression more effectively than gaze aversion.
Thus far, studies cited have shown that people who
look more are generally judged to be more potent and more
dominant, and that staring can effectively inhibit ag
gression in angered subjects, but what is the typical
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human response to the stare?

How does a person respond

when a stranger stares at him?

Do humans, like nonhuman

primates, show flight behaviors or submissive behaviors?
Or will they stare back or approach the starer?

Only a

few studies have been directed toward answering these
questions.

Ellsworth, Carlsmith, and Henson (1972)

performed five different field experiments to test the
hypothesis that avoidance behavior is elicited in humans
by staring at them.

In all instances, the stimulus

situation was a street intersection with a signal light.
The subjects were either drivers of cars stopped at a
red light or pedestrians stopped at a red light.

Con

federates either rode up on a motorcycle next to the car
or stood on the sidewalk near the driver’s side of the car.
These confederates would either stare or not stare at the
intended subject according to a pre-determined random
schedule.

The dependent measure of interest was the

length of time it took the subject to cross the inter
section once the light turned green.

Across all experi

mental situations, crossing time was significantly shorter
in the stare conditions, regardless of the sex of either
the subject or the confederate.

The authors concluded

that staring can elicit the same sort of responses in
humans that are common in other primates* that is "star
ing can act like a primate threat display" (p. 310).
They are quick to point out, though, that although
avoidance is the predictable response in these situations,
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this "does not necessarily imply that staring functions
as an unequivocal signal of aggressive intent in man as
it does in many other primates" (p. 310).

The subjects*

response alternatives were really quite limited in these
experiments* that is, flight or avoidance was about the
only response they could make in the given situation.
It is difficult to say that speeding across an inter
section is clearly a flight response, when no other al
ternatives were readily available.

It is possible that

some subjects felt they were showing their power or
assertiveness by speeding away.

The authors suggest

they got the results they did for one of two reasons*
(1) the stare is generally perceived as a threat and
elicits avoidance (or counterattack in some instances)
or (2) the stare is an extremely salient stimulus which
demands a response, and, if an appropriate response is
not available, tension will be evoked, and the subject
will be motivated to leave the situation.

Further re

search, they conclude, should be directed toward inter
preting subjects' perceptions of a stare, as well as
investigating alternative responses when other response
modes are available.
Two others investigations of responses to staring
have found somewhat different results.

Reis and Werner

(197^), in two studies on the relationship between staring
and helping, found that subjects who had been stared at,
when given the opportunity to help the starer, would
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help the starer less than those who had not "been stared
at.

In these studies, the stared-at subjects had two

response alternatives, helping or not helping.

Although

stared-at subjects helped less than non-stared-at subjects,
nonetheless, 3 3 of the stared-at subjects in one study
and 20% in the other did help.

Whereas the Ellsworth,

Carlsmith, and Henson (1972) study showed the same re
sponse from all stared-at subjects, the Reis and Werner
studies suggest that when stared-at subjects have dif
ferent response alternatives available to them, each
of the available responses will be used by some of the
subjects.

In a somewhat similar vein, Snyder, Grether,

and Keller (197*0 found that a hitchhiker who stared
at a car driver (as opposed to not staring) increased
his or her probability of getting a ride, a manipulation
that was more successful for female starers than for
either a lone male or a mixed couple.

The Reis and

Werner (197*0 study also reported that female starers
received more help than male starers.

Thus a female stare

may be interpreted by its recipients as more solicitous and
less threatening than a male's stare.

While it is appar

ently true that male and female stares elicit different
responses, it also seems clear that if a stared-at subject
has more than one response alternative, he or she will uti
lize the various alternatives.

Why, then, do some stared-at

subjects offer to help the starer and others do not
(Reis and Werner, 197*0?

Why do some offer a ride to
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a staring hitchhiker and others do not (Snyder, Grether,
and Keller, 197*0?

What characteristics determine these

differential responses?
One clue as to the characteristics that may he
involved in the different responses to staring comes
from a study hy Fromme and Beam (197*0.

They asked highl

and low-dominant male and female subjects to approach
a confederate from a distance of 100 inches and to stop
their approach at that point where they felt most comfort
able.

The confederate either avoided eye contact or

maintained a steady gaze.

The dependent measures were

personal soace (proximity), approach rate, and reciprocal
eye contact.

It was found that high-dominant subjects

display increased proxemic behavior in response to a direct
eye gaze, whereas low-dominant subjects show decreased
proximity.

Further, whereas men seem to use approach

rate and increased proxemics to signal dominance, women
more frequently use reciprocal eye contact.

Finally,

low-dominant males responded to the direct gaze more
negatively (on rating scales) than the other groups
(high-dominant males, high- and low-dominant females).
This latter finding is in direct contrast to other studies
which have shown more positive attitudes to be associated
with higher levels of eye contact.

The authors con

cluded that high-dominant subjects interpret a direct
gaze as more of a challenge and thus respond with sextyped, approach behavior, while low-dominant subjects

seem to view a direct gaze as more of a threat and thus
respond with sex-typed, avoidant behavior.

They suggest

that low-dominant males experience the threat most acutely
and thus rate the starer most negatively.

Again, it

appears that eye contact or staring is interpreted
differently by males and females.

For males, the issue

of dominance seems to be quite salient in responses to a
stare.

For females, other determinants may play a more

important role.
The present study is designed to extend our present
understanding of the relationship between dominance and
responses to staring in humans.

The Fromme and Beam

(197*0 study suggested that low-dominant subjects see a
stare as a threat while high-dominant subjects see a stare
as a challenge.

The Ellsworth, Carlsmith, and Henson

(1973) study determined that a stare was a flight-produc
ing stimulus.

Neither of these studies provided subjects

with an alternative to either flee or to stay and meet
the challenge presented by the starer.

In the present

study, high- and low-dominant subjects, after being
stared at for a short period of time by a stranger, were
given the aoparent choice of either leaving the experiment
(and getting away from the starer) or remaining, knowing
that they would have to compete with the stranger.

It

was expected that in the stare condition, more highdominant than low-dominant subjects would show more desire
to stay and compete with the starers.

Or, put another way,
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the stare would cause more low-dominant subjects to flee
and would cause high-dominant subjects to stay and "fight".
Also of interest were the subjects* impressions of the
starer.

That is, would high- and low-dominant subjects

judge a starer and his intentions differently?

Finally,

an attempt was made to determine if staring has disruptive
effects on performance.

METHOD
Subjects.

Because of the findings of Snyder, Grether,

and Keller (197*0 and Reis and Werner (197*0 that different
responses occur to the stares of men and women, the subjects
for this study were limited to males only.

Ninety-six male

subjects from approximately twenty different classes through
out a large southern university were recruited during the
summer session for the experiment.

The subjects were all

Caucasions, ranging in age from 17-31•

All ninety-six

people were administered the California Psychological Inven
tory, and the top third (n = 32) and the bottom third (n = 32)
of the scores on the Dominance scale were chosen for the
entire experiment.

However, ten subjects had to be elimi

nated from the experiment for varying reasons (one was legal
ly blind, one completely misunderstood all the directions in
the experiment, one was with a confederate who could not
stifle a laugh during the stare condition, three refused to
fill out the rating forms on the confederate, and four, in
the stare condition, were eliminated because they never once
looked up to see they were being stared at).

These elimi

nated subjects were replaced by people who had somewhat less
extreme scores on the Dominance scale than the original sub
jects.

The final sample consisted of 32 high-dominant sub

jects ( X = 35*38, s « 2.61, on the Dominance scale of the CPI)

I.
6
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and 32 low-dominant subjects ( X =* 24,19, s = 3*96).

The

total sample from which these two groups were chosen had a
mean = 29-31# and a standard deviation = 5-95 (n = 96).
Thus, the two samples used constituted approximately the
upper and lower two-fifths of the scores obtained on the
Dominance scale of the CPI by the college students who
composed the original sample.
Session I .

Subjects were told that they would have a

chance to participate in a study on the relationship between
auditory discrimination and personality where they could
earn varying amounts of money (at least $1 with the possi
bility of earning $2).

The experiment involved two sessions.

In the first session, all the subjects were told the follow
ing 1
Research suggests that there is a correlation be
tween people's personalities and how well they can
process auditory information. Today you will be given
a personality form to fill out, and, then, when you are
through, we will schedule a time for you to come back
and complete the second part of the experiment, which
includes an auditory discrimination task. A H informa
tion you provide will be strictly condidential and, later,
will be coded to provide anonymity. If you are inter
ested, results of the personality test will be shared
with you.
All subjects were then given the California Psycho
logical Inventory (Gough, 1964).

The CPI contains 480 true-

false items and may be group administered.

The scale of

interest for this study is the Dominance scale, which con
tains 46 items.

The use of the entire CPI, rather than just

its Dominance scale or some other dominance scale, was
designed to keep subjects from being sensitized to the issue
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of dominance.

As subjects turned in their completed person

ality tests, they were asked to sign an appointment sheet to
return at another time.

In each available appointment time,

there was space for two subjects to sign up.

However, in

most instances, the first space at each appointment time
already was signed, supposedly by another student who had
already taken the personality test.

This procedure was

designed to make the subject believe that in the second part
of the experiment he would be tested along with another
subject, in all instances a person he did not know.
other subject was, in fact, a confederate.

The

Subjects were

classified as either high- or low-dominant by their scores on
the CPI dominance scale.
Confederates,

Eight male confederates from upper level

psychology courses were recruited and were paid for their
participation in the experiment.
and ranged in age from 21-21*.

They were all Caucasion

Each confederate was randomly

assigned to see eight subjects! four in the stare condition
and four in the no-stare condition.

Each confederate went

through approximately two hours of training for the experi
ment,

For sake of comparison, each confederate also took

the CPI.

Their mean score on the Dominance scale was 28.38

with a standard deviation of 6 .76.

A comparison of the mean

profiles of both the subjects and confederates is included
in Appendix A.
Session II.

When the subject arrived at the experimental

room, the experimenter asked his name, checked it off the
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appointment list, and asked him to be seated in one of two
available chairs.

He was told that the experiment would

begin as soon as the other person arrived.

Approximately

one minute later the other subject (the confederate) arrived.
The experimenter went through exactly the same procedures as
with the first subject— asking his name, checking it off the
list, and asking him to be seated.

The experimenter then

told the subjects that the instructions for this task were
tape recorded.

They were asked to put on the earphones* the

experimenter turned on the recorder, then left the room.
The experimental setting included two chairs directly
facing each other, with the distance between subjects* eyes
being approximately ^5 inches.

Between the chairs was a

table, about 30 inches in height, on which was placed the
tape recorder, earphones, and response boxes.

The tape

first gave the subjects instructions about their auditory
discrimination task.

The actual task used was an adaption

of the Seashore Rhythm Test, a part of the Halstead-Reitan
Neuropsychological Battery.

This test requires that the

subject determine whether two rhythms played in succession
are the same or different.

For this experiment, only the

first twenty of the possible thirty pairs were used.

Sub

jects were instructed to indicate whether they thought the
rhythms were the same or different by punching the appropriate
button on their response box.

The response box contained

two buttons, one on the right marked "same", one on the left
marked "different".

Each button had two lights corresponding
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to it which would light up when the button was pushed.

One

light was on the response box and thus allowed the subject
to know he was pushing the button hard enough.

The other

light was in the next room which allowed the experimenter to
record the subject's responses to the task.

The subjects

were asked to place one finger of each hand on each button.
This allowed subjects to associate left with “different” and
right with "same” .

This response procedure required little

or no visual attention to the task.

A small partition pre

vented subjects from seeing each other's response box or the
tape recorder in the middle.
each other’s face.

However, they were able to see

The confederate's response box looked

identical to the subject's.
There were two experimental conditions— the stare and
the no-stare.

In both conditions, the confederate's visual

behavior was identical until the actual beginning of the
Rhythm Test.

The confederate was instructed to glance at

the subject briefly as he entered the room and to try not to
make any other facial or postural gestures.

The no-stare

condition was designed to simulate what might be called
"normal" looking behavior in the experiment.

From several

pilot tests, it was determined that a "normal" looking pat
tern of naive subjects would be composed of approximately
five to six brief glances throughout the duration of the
Rhythm Test.

Therefore, in the no-stare condition, the con

federate was instructed to briefly glance (1-2 seconds) at
the subject once every thirty seconds during the Rhythm Test.
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The confederates used a running stopwatch placed by their
response boxes to keep track of the time.

In the stare con

dition, the confederate was instructed to look directly at
the eyes of the subject for the duration of the Rhythm Test
(approximately three minutes).

A stare was defined in this

study as it was in the Ellsworth, Carlsmith, and Henson
(1972) studies(

A gaze or look which persists regardless of

the behavior of the other person.

The confederate was also

instructed to maintain an erect but casual posture and to
display, as nearly as possible, a neutral facial expression.
At the conclusion of the Rhythm Test the subjects heard
the following recorded instructions1
This is the end of the auditory discrimination test.
Please leave your earphones on* At the end of the table
there are two manila folders, one for each of you.
Please take one of the folders and read the instructions
inside.
The manila folder contained the following instructional
The next part of the experiment is optional. Thus
far in the experiment, you have earned one dollar for
taking the personality test and for participating today.
The next part of the experiment, if you decide to par
ticipate, involves playing a brief game with your part
ner, the person who just took the auditory discrimination
test with you. In this game, you will have the possi
bility of winning your partner's dollar, thus earning a
total of two dollars for the whole experiment, or you
may lose the dollar you have already earned. So, you
may decide to participate in the game with the possi
bility of ending up with either $2 or $0 or you may
decide to leave, after you complete these“r?orms, and
keep the one dollar you have already earned. Whatever
you decide is fine with us.
(Either way you will still
receive results of the personality test.) The informa
tion we would gain from your participating is useful but
not necessary to our experiment. Please indicate your
choice by circling one of the numbers below:
A "O'*
indicates you want to leave very much, a "10" indicates
you would like to stay very much, 1 thru 9 indicate
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varying degrees of these extremes. Please do not confer
with your partner. You will participate in the game only
if the number you circle plus the number your partner
circles add up to 10 or more. Please circle one of the
numbers to indicate your choice.
Want to
leave
very much

0 1 2 3 * 4 - 5 6 7 8 9

10

Want to
stay very
much

In the space below, please explain why you circled
the number you chose, and then go on to the next page.
Page 2 read*
Regardless of your decision to stay or leave, we would
like you to fill out the following form. As mentioned
before, there is some indication that certain personality
traits are related to auditory discrimination ability.
In addition, we would like to find out how accurately
you can judge another’s characteristics from a very brief
acquaintance. Without conversing with or even looking
at your partner, we would like you to fill out the fol
lowing rating scales about your partner. Your ratings
will be strictly confidential. Your partner will never
see your ratings. After you finish please remain seated
until I return.
The rating scale (see Appendix B) used was a form of the
Semantic Differential (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957).
It consisted of 20 bi-polar adjectives separated by a 7-point
continuum.

Subjects were instructed to rate their partners

on each of the twenty pairs of adjectives.

In addition,

subjects were asked to rate their own feelings during the
experiment on seven pairs of bi-polar adjectives (also in
Appendix B ).
After the subjects completed their rating forms, the
experimenter returned and collected the manila folders.

He

examined their choices as to whether to leave or stay for
the rest of the experiment.

He then reported the following!

Since the total of your choices was 10 or more, we will
go into the room next door to finish up the rest of the
experiment.
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In the adjoining room, the subjects were instructed to sit in
chairs placed side-by-side and separated by a partition such
that there was no visual contact between them.

The experi

menter sat across a table from the subject and the confeder
ate, and was able to see them both.
The basic task for this part of the experiment was a
non-aero sum game, in which subjects were given the opportu
nity to either cooperate or compete with their partner.

No

specific instructions were given as to which strategy they
should choose.

Although subjects had been led to believe

that they would have to compete with and "beat" their partner •
in order to win the extra dollar and not lose the dollar they
had- already earned, this was not explicitly stated in the
instructions.

Instead, subjects were told that, in order to

get the extra dollar, they must do the best they could.

The

payoff matrix (Minas, i960), diagrammed below, is designed to
promote cooperation between the subjects.

Subjects can "do

best" by cooperating each time, thus earning a total of 20
points in 5 trials.

Minas (i960) has found, however, that

many subjects will choose to compete even when it is clearly
not the best strategy in terms of overall gains.

Subjects

were given verbally the following instructions!
You both have chosen to participate in this game
in which you have a chance to earn an extra dollar,
making a total of two or of losing the dollar you have
already earned. Whether or not you get the extra dollar
will depend on how well you do in this game. The object
is to do the best you can. Each of you has, before you,
two poker chips, a red one and a blue one. In addition,
I will now give you what is known as a pay-off matrix.
Each of you will be asked to choose, on each of 5 trials,
one of your two poker chips. When I ask for your choice.

you will put either the blue or the red chip in your
hand and place your arm out on the table so that your
partner can see it. With each choice, you can earn
the number of points specified in the payoff matrixi
Player A
Chooses Blue Chooses Red
Chooses
Blue
Player B
Chooses
Red

For example, if you both choose blue then you will
both win four points. If you both choose red then
neither of you will get any points.
If one of you
chooses red and the other blue, then the person choos
ing red will get three points and the person choosing
blue will get one. Remember, there will be 5 trials
altogether, and whether you end up with $2 or $0 will
depend on how well you do in this game. Just do the
best you can. Are there any questions?
Any questions regarding procedure were explained to the
subject.

To any questions regarding whether or nor the sub

ject should try to "beat" the confederate, the experimenter
replied, "Just do the best you can."

The experimenter re

corded the choices of each player on each trial, announcing
how many points each won on that trial and what their totals
were.

Throughout the five trials, the confederate always

chose a blue chip.

Thus, the subject had the choice of

cooperating with the confederate and ending up with the maxi
mum number (20) of points at the end of the game (the con
federate would also receive 20 points) or competing, by
choosing a red chip one or more times, and ending up with le
than the maximum number but more than the confederate.
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This part of the experiment was designed to allow sub
jects to respond differentially to the person who stared at
them.

After the 5 trials were over, the subject was de

briefed, was paid $2 , was given results from his personality
test, and was thanked for his participation.
Dependent Measures.

The dependent measure of primary

interest was the subject's decision to either leave the
experiment or stay and challenge the starer.

Of secondary

interest were the personality ratings given by the Bubject
to the starer.

Specific predictions concerning these measures

are made below.
Several other measures were also obtained.

The seven

bi-polar adjectives used by the subject to indicate his own
feelings during the experiment were designed to help further
understand his decision to stay or leave.

No specific pre

dictions were made about these measures.
Accuracy scores on the Rhythm Test were recorded in order
to determine if there were any disruptive effects of a stare.
The Ellsworth, Carlsmith, and Henson (1972) studies mentioned
that stared-at subjects displayed various nervous behaviors,
such as fumbling with their clothing or radio, glancing fre
quently at the traffic light, or r e w i n g up their engine.
Thus, it is possible that subjects in the stare condition
would actually do worse on the Rhythm Test than those in the
no-stare condition.
this effect:

Reis and Werner (197*0 actually found

Stared-at subjects took longer to complete a

task than subjects who were not stared at.
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In the stare condition, each confederate monitored and
recorded the number of times the subject looked back at him.
Subjects who never looked up to see the confederate's stare
were eliminated from the analyses.

In.addition, this measure

permitted an examination of the differences in return eye
contact by high- and low-dominant subjects.
Finally, the number of competitive versus cooperative
choices made by subjects in the non-zero sum game was used
to analyze for differences between high-dominant and lowdominant subjects.
Hypotheses!

(1) The major hypothesis of this study was

that, in the stare condition, high-dominant subjects would
indicate greater desire than low-dominant subjects to stay
and compete with their partner than in the no-stare condi
tion.

That is, high-dominant subjects would choose to "fight"

when confronted with a stare, whereas low-dominant subjects
would choose "flight".

In the no-stare condition, these

trends were expected to prevail but not be quite so pro
nounced as in the stare condition,
(2)

Both high- and low-dominant subjects would judge the

starer to be more dominant (on the dominant-submissive con
tinuum) and powerful (as measured by the 7 pairs of adjec
tives which Osgood, Tannenbaum, and Suci (1957) state are
related to the factor of Potency) than the non-starer.

In

addition, the low-dominant subject would rate the starer
more negatively (i.e., less friendly, less attractive, more
threatening) than the non-starer.

2?
(3) In the non-zero sum game, it was predicted that, in
the stare condition, more high-dominant subjects and fewer
low-dominant subjects would make competitive choices than in
the no-stare condition.

That is, in the no-stare condition

little difference was expected in the choice of competitive
or cooperative strategies.

However, in the stare condition,

low-dominant subjects were expected to appease or submit to
their dominant partner by making cooperative choices, whereas
high-dominant subjects were expected to "get back" at the
starer by making choices which would allow them to "beat"
their partner.
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(3)

In the non-zero sum game, it was predicted that, in

the stare condition, more high-dominant subjects and fewer
low-dominant subjects would make competitive choices than in
the no-stare condition.

That is, in the no-stare condition

little difference was expected in the choice of competitive
or cooperative strategies.

However, in the stare condition,

low-dominant subjects were expected to appease or submit to
their dominant partner by making cooperative choices, whereas
high-dominant subjects were expected to "get back" at the
starer by making choices which would allow them to "beat"
their partner.

RESULTS
Except where noted, the analyses consisted of a
2 X 2 X 8

(High- and Low-Dominance X Stare and No-Stare

Conditions X Confederates) factorial analysis of variance
design.

For ease of presentation, tables of means are

included in the appendices.
Hypothesis 1.

The major hypothesis, that in the

stare condition more high-dominant and fewer low-dominant
subjects would choose to stay and compete with their
partner than in the no-stare condition, was confirmed.
The predicted Stare X Dominance interaction yielded an
F(l,63) = 6.193, £ < .02 (Appendix C).

This interaction

indicated that the low-dominant subjects in the stare
condition showed significantly less desire to stay and
compete with their partner than did the other three groups.
An examination of the means (Table 1) reveals that the
high-dominant subjects who were stared at showed the most
interest in staying to compete.

Thus, the major hypo

thesis that high- and low-dominant subjects would respond
differently to a stare was confirmed.
Hypothesis 2.

The prediction that both high- and

low dominant subjects would find the starer more dominant
(on the dominant-submissive continuum) was not supported
28

TABLE 1
MEAN CHOICES TO CONTINUE IN THE EXPERIMENT BY
HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS A
FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

Dominant
Subjects

8.188
(s-1•9^0)

7.^38
(3=2.250)

LowDominant
Subjects

5.250
(3=2. 5*+3)

7.313
(s =2.358)

*A higher score indicates a greater desire
to stay and compete with his partner.
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(Table 2, Appendix D).

Nor were there any significant

differences on the seven bipolar adjectives which combine
to form the Potency factor (Table 3, Appendix E).
The prediction that the low-dominant subject in the
stare condition would rate his partner most negatively
(i.e. less friendly, less attractive, and more threatening)
was partially supported.

The analysis of the attractive-

unattractive scale revealed a significant Stare X Domi
nance interaction (F(l,63) == ^.765, p < .0^, Appendix F).
Examination of the means (Table *0 showed that the lowdominant subjects in the stare condition rated their
partner less attractive than did subjects in any of the
other three groups.

However, analyses of the friendly-

unfriendly (Table 5» Appendix G) and the threateningnon-threatening (Table 6 , Appendix H) scales yielded no
significant differences.
Hypothesis J3*

The hypothesis that high-dominant sub

jects in the stare condition would make significantly more
competitive choices than low-dominant subjects in the stare
condition was not confirmed.

While the means (Table 7) were

in the expected direction, the only significant finding was
a main effect for Confederates (F(7,63) = 3.397, p < . 0 1 ,
Appendix I).

During the course of the experiment, it became

evident that some subjects were switching their strategies
in the middle of the non-zero sum game.

That is, they would

choose a red (or competitive) chip on the first two or three

TABLE 2
MEAN RATINGS CP PARTNERS ON THE DOMINANT-SUB
MISSIVE SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OP THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

4.188
{s=l.328)

3.938
{s =1.436)

LowDominant
Subjects

3.938
{S= 1 »181 )

4.188
(s =0.981)

^Higher scores indicate more dominance

TABLE 3
MEAN RATINGS OF PARTNERS ON THE POTENCY FACTOR
BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS
A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

32.750
(s =5.145)

33.625
(s=4,856)

LowDominant
Subjects

30.875
(s=5.625)

31.875
(s=3,423)

*Higher scores indicate more potency.

TABLE if
MEAN RATINGS OP PARTNERS ON THE ATTRACTIVE-UNATTRACTIVE
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OP THE STARE CONDITION.*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

(s=1 .238)

, if.188
(s=i.109)

LowDominant
Subjects

3.625
(s=l.088)

if.313
(s=0,9if6)

*Higher scores indicate greater attractiveness.

TABLE 5
MEAN RATINGS OF PARTNERS ON THE FRIENDLY-UNFIENDLY
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW--DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

5.375
(s=l.088)

5.188
(s=1.5l5)

LowDominant
Sub jects

5.000
(s=l.095)

5.250
(s=l.000)

♦Higher scores indicate greater friendliness.

TABLE 6
MEAN RATINGS OF PARTNERS ON THE THREATENING - NON
THREATENING SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT
SUBJECTS AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

5.625
(s-1.310)

6.063
(s=l.436)

LowDominant
Subjects

5.688
(s=1.702)

5.4 38
(s=l.263)

^Higher scores indicate less threat.

TABLE 7
MEAN NUMBER OP COMPETITIVE CHOICES IN ALL FIVE TRIALS
OP THE NON-ZERO SUM GAME BY HIGH-AND
LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS A
FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

2.500
(3= 0.632)

2.438
(s=l.504)

LOWDOMINANT
SUBJECTS

1.938
(s =1.569)

2.563
(s=1.365)

trials and then switch to a blue (or cooperative) chip once
they were sure their opponent could not outscore them.
Therefore, an analysis of the first three trials of the total
five was performed to see if the predicted results would be
obtained*

Again, the means (Table 8) were in the expected

direction, but the Stare X Dominance interaction, though it
approached significance, was not statistically significant
(F(l,63) - 3 * ^ 9 » £

<

*08 , Appendix J). Nevertheless, two

main effects were found*
p

for Confederates, F(?,63) =

< .01i and for Dominance,

F(l,63) = ^.59» £

^

01,

*0^.

The

latter results indicated that, over both Stare and No-Stare
conditions, high-dominant subjects made significantly more
competitive choices in the first three trials than did the
low-dominant subjects.
Other Partner Ratings.

Only one other scale yielded a

significant result unaffected by a Confederate interaction.
On the aimless-motivated scale, there was a significant main
effect in the stare condition (F(l,63) = ^.15^, £

<• .05.,

see Appendix K ), The means (Table 9 ) show that both highand low-dominant subjects rate the starer as significantly
less motivated than the non-starer.

This finding might

suggest that subjects in the stare condition were aware that
their partner was paying more attention to them and less
attention to the task at hand.

Three other scales (active-

passive, deliberate-impulsive, and yielding-tenacious)
yielded significant results» however, all involved either a
Confederate main effect or interaction which renders their

TABLE 8
MEAN NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE CHOICES IN THE FIRST
THREE TRIALS OF THE NON-ZERO SUM GAME BY
HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

2.000
(s=0.89^)

1.563
(s =1.153)

LowDominant
Subjects

1.125
(S = 1 .20*4-)

, 1*500
(s=l.033)

TABLE 9
MEAN RATINGS OF PARTNERS ON THE AIMLESS-MOTIVATED
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS A
FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

LowDominant
Subjects

5.125,
(s=0.8o6 )

No Stare

5.313
(s=l.138)

, -5.500^
(s=0.8l6 )

♦Higher scores indicate more motivation.
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interpretation idiosyncratic to the sample of confederates
used.
Self-Ratings.

Although no specific predictions were made

concerning the subjects' feelings during the experiment,
four of the seven scales yielded a significant Stare X
Dominance interaction.

The means for the comfortable-un

comfortable scale (Table lo) show that while high- and lowdominant subjects in the stare condition seemed to find the
experiment equally comfortable, the high-dominant subjects in
no-stare condition were significantly more comfortable than
the low-dominant subjects in the same condition (F(l,63) =
4.65# £

<■ .04, see Appendix L).

Similarly, it was the high-

dominant subjects in the no-stare condition who felt least
threatened (Table 11, Appendix M).

Interestingly, in the stare

condition this rating for the high-dominant person changes;
Here the interaction {JF(1,63) = 4.79* £

*04) shows that

in the stare condition, the high-dominant subjects felt the
most threatened.
Two other scales yielded essentially similar patterns.
On the angry-not angry scale, a significant Stare X Dominance
interaction (F(l,63) = 4.57» £

<

»05» Appendix N) revealed

that it was the high-dominant subjects in the stare and no
stare conditions who differed most significantly.

The means

(Table 12) show the high-dominant subjects in the no-stare
condition to be least angry of all groups and the high-domi
nant subjects in the stare condition to be most angry.
Stare X Dominance interaction (F(l,63) - 6 .87, g <

.02,

Appendix 0) on the embarrassed-unembarrassed scale also

The

TABLE 10
MEAN SELF-RATINGS ON THE COMFORTABLE-UNCOMFORTABLE
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS
A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

5*688
(s=1.302)

6.500
(s=0.5l6)

LowDominant
Subjects

5*625
(s=1.628)

5*187
(s=1.471)

*Higher scores indicate more comfort

TABLE IX
MEAN SELF-RATINGS ON THE THREATENED - NON-THREATENED
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS AS A
FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

5.750
(3=1 .238)

6.688
(s=0.i*79)

LowDominant
Subjects

6.3.25 t
(s=l,l#7)

,
6 *122 .
(s=l.l$7)

♦Higher scores indicate feelings of less-threat

TABLE 12
MEAN SELF-RATINGS ON THE ANGRY-NOT ANGRY
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

6.250
(s=1.065)

LowDominant
Subjects

6.563
6.313
(s= 0.892) (s=1.078)

7*000
(s=0.000)

*Higher scores indicate less anger.
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showed this pattern (Table 1 3 ). That is, it was the highdominant subjects in the no-stare condition who showed the
least embarrassment and the high-dominant subjects in the
stare condition who indicated they were most embarrassed.
So, in terms of their own feelings about the experiment, it
appears that the person who is most likely to be affected
by staring would be the high-dominant person.
Auditory Test Scores.

Table 14 shows the number of

subjects in each group who understood and correctly followed
the instructions for the auditory task.

A total of 13 of

the 64 subjects (16 in each group), for one reason or another,
did not understand the directions.

A chi-squared analysis

(Appendix P) of the people who correctly followed instruc
tions was not significant.

For those who correctly followed

instructions, an adjusted means 2 X 2 X 8 analysis of vari
ance (Appendix Q) was carried out.

Again, no significant

differences were found (Table 15) • So? for this experiment,
decrement in performance on the auditory ta3k was not sig
nificantly related to the stare condition.
Return Eye Contact.

The number of times each subject

in the stare condition looked at the confederate v/,

e-

corded to analyze for differences between high- and lowdominant subjects.

High-dominant subjects looked back an

average of 4.813 (s = 4,400) times while low-dominant sub
jects looked back an average of 3.813 (s = 2 .880) times.
However, a t-test (Appendix R) for this difference was not
significant.

TABLE 13
MEAN SELF-RATINGS ON THE EMBARRASSED-UNEMBARRASSED
SCALE BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

5.438
(s=1.672)

6.938
(3=0.250)

LowDominant
Subjects

5.812
(s=i.559)

(a«

*Higher scores indicate less embarrassment

o

TABLE 14
NUMBER OF HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
WHO UNDERSTOOD AND CORRECTLY FOLLOWED
INSTRUCTIONS ON THE SEASHORE RHYTHM TEST
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION*

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

11

15

LowDominant
Subjects

13

12

♦There were 16 subjects in each of the four groups.

TABLE 15
MEAN NUMBER OF ERRORS ON THE SEASHORE RHYTHM
TEST BY HIGH- AND LOW-DOMINANT SUBJECTS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE STARE CONDITION

Stare

No Stare

HighDominant
Subjects

1.083
(s=0.900)

1.375,
(s =1,5*h O

LowDominant
Subjects

1.570
(s=2.138)

.667
(s-2.060)
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DISCUSSION
The results of the present study support the hypothesis
that a person*s own feelings of dominance affect his res
ponses to a stare.

Low-dominant subjects, who were stared

at, showed the least desire to continue on in the experiment
with their partner.

At the same time, high-dominant subjects

showed the most desire to stay on and compete with their
partner.

Interpreted more broadly, low-dominant subjects

showed more of a tendency toward "flight" in response to a
stare while high-dominant subjects showed more of a tendency
toward "fight".

On the surface, this interpretation seems

relatively consistent with the Fromme and Beam (1974) study
which suggested that low-dominant subjects see a stare as a
threat while high-dominant subjects see a stare as a chal
lenge.

However, the rating scales used did not reveal the

same kinds of results as were found in the Fromme and Beam
study.

In fact, on the threatening-non-threatening scale

(7 being most non-threatening), the high- and low-dominant
subjects in the stare condition rated their partners almost
equally non-threatening (X (high) = 5#625. X (low) « 5 ,687).
So, apparently, in the present study, as opposed to the
findings in the Fromme and Beam (197*0 study, low-dominant
subjects did not see a person who stares at them as being
particularly threatening.
48

What, then, accounts for the differences in the choices
of whether to stay or leave?

One clue may come from the

attractive-unattractive scale in which it was found that
low-dominant subjects found the starer significantly less
attractive than did the high-dominant subjects.

Perhaps

this result can be explained in terms of Byrne's (1965)
similarity hypothesis.

That is, if a stare is thought of

as a ootential means of controlling others, then a highdominant person, who is interested in control, will see the
starer as similar to himself and thus attractive.

Converse

ly, the low-dominant person, who has no interest in con
trolling others, will see the starer as being very differ
ent from himself and thus less attractive.

In terms of

Rotter's (195*0 social learning theory, perhaps the lowdominant person has learned that associations with a highdominant person who is interested in controlling him are not
very rewarding or reinforcing to him.

Consequently, he

responds very negatively to oeople who show that interest
in control {by staring, in this instance), seeing them as
unattractive and wanting to have little further to do with
them.
Although no specific hypotheses were made concerning
subjects’ self-ratings, the results of those scales yielded
some interesting information.

The conclusions drawn from

these ratings, however, should be regarded as tentative
until borne out by further research.

Whereas Fromme and

Beam (197*0 suggest that low-dominant males experience the
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threat of a stare most acutely, in the present study it was
the high-dominant males who were stared at who seemed to
experience the mo3t negative feelings.

It was these high-

dominant, stared-at subjects, out of all four groups, who
reported feeling most threatened, most angry, and most em
barrassed.

On the other hand, high-dominant subjects in

the no-stare condition reported being least threatened,
least angry and least embarrassed.

On each of these scales,

the low-dominant subjects in each condition reported essen
tially similar feelings.

Thus, in terms of the feelings

evoked by a stare, it appears that the high-dominant person
is more affected.

Again, from a social learning viewpoint,

perhaps the low-dominant person has learned simply to avoid
people who are interested in controlling him by staring.
Although he is commonly used to having others dominate or
control him, and thus does not feel as much emotional
arousal to this specific situation, he will choose to simply
walk away or leave the situation when given that opportunity.
On the other hand, the high-dominant person appears to
be more acutely attuned to dominance issues.

That is, when

placed in a situation in which another person, a stranger,
is using a type of communication (the stare) which may con
note superiority or potential control, the high-dominant
person becomes very interested in that person (finds him
attractive and wants to compete with him) and also reports
an emotional arousal (feelings of threat, anger, and embar
rassment).

Perhaps, as with nonhuman primates (Poirier,

197*0. a stare functions to reduce incidences of agonistic
behavior in humans, particularly when the stared-at person
is low in dominance feelings.

However, also as is found in

nonhuman primates (Poirier, 197*1-). a high-dominant person
is less likely to submit or accede to the stare of another
and may be more ready to challenge the starer.

Thus, it

seems clear that high- and low-dominant subjects do respond
differently to a stare, particularly in regard to their
desires to continue to interact with the starer.
Only two of the studies mentioned previously involved
a continued (though brief) interaction with a staring
stranger.

The Reis and Werner (197*1-) studies showed that

staring reduced the percentage of people who would help the
starer (from $yfo to 20?S in one study and from 6l# to 33% in
the other).

In light of the findings of the present study,

it might be expected that those who helped in spite of being
stared at were more likely high-dominant subjects, whereas
those who decided not to help the starer were more likely
low in dominance feelings.

In the Snyder, Grether, and

Keller (197*1-) study in which it was found that hitchhikers
who stared at car drivers increased their probability of
getting a ride, it might be expected that the car drivers
giving rides were more dominant than those not offering
rides.

This latter study also found wide sex differences,

with female starers getting more rides than males or mixed
couples.

So, while a stare recipient*s own dominance feel

ings are clearly not the sole determinant of his choice to
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continue interaction with the starer, the present study sug
gests that these dominance feelings are an important factor
in that decision, at least for males.
Contrary to the finding in the Reis and Werner(1974)
study that a stare was disruptive in that it took stared-at
subjects longer to complete a task than subjects who were
not stared at, the present study found no significant dif
ferences in performance between stared-at and non-stared-at
subjects on the auditory task.

One surprising finding was

that almost one-fifth of the 64 subjects misunderstood the
directions to the point that their scores could not be used
in the analysis.

Although eight of these subjects were in

the stare condition, a chi-squared analysis did not show
the differences to be significant.

Had the instructions

been clearer, perhaps the expected disruptive effects would
have appeared.
In regard to the results of the non-zero sum game, the
hypothesis that, in the stare condition, more high-dominant
subjects and fewer low-dominant subjects would make com
petitive choices than in the no-stare condition was not
supported.

It became clear to the experimenter during the

course of the experiment that many of the subjects were
switching their strategies in the game once they calculated
that they could not "lose" the game (i.e. get fewer points
than their partner).

This switch in stategy occurred most

frequently after the third trial.

If the subject had chosen

only red chips (i.e. competed) up to that point, then
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regardless of his choice on the last two trials, either
cooperative or competitive, he would end up with more points
than his partner.

The confederate was instructed to choose

a blue chip on each trial, indicating cooperation.

Therefore,

an analysis was done on the number of competitive choices in
the first three trials.

Again, the hypothesis was not sup

ported but the means were in the predicted direction (£
.07).

Two other main effects were found to be significant,

however.

One was a Confederate main effect (p

.01),

suggesting that a couple of confederates elicited signifi
cantly more competitive choices than did others.

The other

significant main effect was for Dominance, with high-dominant
subjects making significantly more competitive choices than
low-dominant subjects.

Several other factors may have con

tributed to the absence of the expected effects.

The fact

that the game took place approximately ten minutes, and not
immediately, after the staring condition may have diminished
the effects of the stare.

Also, the fact that the starer

took a consistently cooperative strategy in the game may
have been confusing and disruptive to the subjects.

Indeed,

several subjects commented spontaneously that they did not
understand why their partner kept choosing the blue (or
cooperative) chip.
The present study showed clearly that a male's response
to a stare is affected by his own dominance feelings.
Whether this is a remnant of evolutionary behavior patterns
or a result of each individual's social history and learning
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is yet a matter of speculation.

Future research on responses

to staring, however, should take this dominance variable into
account.

One potentially interesting line of research might

be an investigation into the possibility of physiological
arousal associated with a stare.

Whereas the present study

indicates that high-dominant subjects report more feelings
of emotional arousal (i.e. anger, threat, embarrassment)
than low-dominant subjects, it would be interesting to see
if there are concomitant signs of physiological arousal.
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APPENDIX B
Rating Scales
Regardless of your decision to stay or leave, we would
like you to fill out the following form.

As mentioned before,

there is some indication that certain personality traits are
related to auditory discrimination ability.

In addition, we

would like to find out how accurately you can judge another's
charachteisties from a very brief acquaintance.

Without con

versing with or even looking at your partner, we would like
you to fill out the following rating scales about your part
ner.

Your ratings will be strictly confidential.

partner will never see your ratings.

Your

After you finish,

please remain seated until I return.
Below you will find twenty pairs of adjectives that
people frequently use in describing others.

You are to rate

your partner in this experiment by placing an X in one of
the seven blanks between each pair of adjectives.

How close

you place the X to the adjective indicates how much you
think your partner is represented by that adjective.

For

examplei
s

fair

1

t

2

_____ :

3

:

"IT

:

"J*

i

_____ t

7

unfair

An X in blank 1 would indicate that you think your partner
is very fair.
An X in blank 2 would indicate that you think your partner
Ts quite fair.
An X in blank 3 would indicate that you think your partner
is only slightly fair.
An X in blank ^ would indicate that you think your partner
is not particularly fair nor unfair.
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Blanks 5» 6* and 7 correspond to 1, 2, and 3» but would
represent varying degrees of unfairness.
All your ratings will be kept confidential.
will not see them.

Your partner

Please be sure to fill in all of the

scales,
attractive

unattractive

active

passive

weak

strong

intelligent

unintelligent

anxious

relaxed

permissive

prohibitive

threatening

non
threatening

emotional

unemoti onal

masculine

feminine

unfriendly

friendly

deliberate

impulsive

fragile

tough

sociable

unsociable

aimless

motivated

yielding

tenacious

non-hostile

hostile

cauti ous

rash

dominant

submissive

candid

deceitful

approving

disapproving

We are also interested in getting your impression of
the experiment thus far.

Using the adjectives below in the
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same manner as above, place an X to indicate the feelings
you have had during the experiment today.
relaxed

t

t

:

t

t

i

anxious

interested

t

t

t

t

:

t

threatened

i

i

i

t

i

t

uninterested
notthreatened

happy

t

«
*

t

t

:

t

comfortable

i

i

t

i

i

i

angry

«
*

t

t

i

:

■
•

embarrassed

t

t

t

t

i

t

sad
un_ comfortable
not angry
un
embarrassed

When you finish please press either button on your
response box and sit quietly until I return.

if

APPENDIX C
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Stay-Leave Variable

F Value

Prob.>F

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

36.98

I .03

.428

Stare (B)

1

6.89

1.35

.254

Dominance (C)

1

37.52

7.34

.011

A X B

7

15.73

0.44

.870

A X C

7

29.61

0.83

.573

B X C

1

31.64

6.19

.018

A X B X C

7

66.98

1.87

.107

32

163.50

63

388.86

Source

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX D
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Dominant-Submissive Variable

P Value

Prob.>F

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

25.00

2,20

.061

Stare (B )

1

0.00

0.00

1.000

Dominance (C)

1

0.00

0.00

1.000

A X B

7

5.75

0.51

.824

A X C

7

7.25

0.64

.723

B X C

1

1.00

0.62

.^39

A X B X C

7

2.75

0.24

.970

32

52.00

63

93.75

Source

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX E
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Potency Variable

df

Sum of Squares

F Value

Prob,>F

Confederate (A)

7

259.44

1.55

.185

Stare (B)

1

l4.o6

0.59

.448

Dominance (C)

1

52.56

2,20

.
h->
£r
CO

Source

A X B

7

103.44

0.62

.738

A X C

7

35.94

0,22

.978

B X C

1

0,06

0.00

.960

A X B X C

7

179.^

1.07

.403

32

764.00

63

1408,94

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX F
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Attractive-Unattractive Variable

Source

df

Sum of Squares

F Value

Prob.>F

Confederate (A)

7

15.25

2.05

.079

Stare (B)

1

0.25

0.24

.631

Dominance (C)

1

3.06

2.88

.099

A X B

7

15.25

2.05

.079

A X C

7

6.44

0.8?

.544

B X C

1

5.06

4.76

.037

A X B X C

7

2.44

0.33

.935

32

34.00

63

81.75

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX G
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Friendly-Unfriendly Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

7.73

0.77

.612

Stare (B)

1

0.02

0.01

.917

Dominance (C)

1

0.39

0.27

.60**

A X B

7

8.36

0,8**

.56**

A X C

7

7.**8

0.75

.632

B X C

1

0.77

0.5**

.**68

A X B X C

7

16.11

1.62

.166

32

**5.50

63

86.36

Source

Error
TOTAL

F Value

Prob,>F

APPENDIX H
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Threatening - Non-Threatening Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

17.98

1.18

.340

Stare (B)

1

0.14

0.06

.801

Dominance (C)

1

1.27

0.58

.451

A X B

7

8.98

0.59

.760

A X C

7

19.36

1.27

.294

B X C

1

1.89

0.87

.358

A X B X C

7

8.23

0.54

.797

32

69.50

63

127.36

Source

Error
TOTAL

F Value

Prob,>F

APPENDIX I
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Competitive-Cooperative (All Trials) Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

28.6l

3*1+0

.008

Stare (B)

1

1.27

1.05

.313

Dominance (C)

1

0.77

0.61+

.1+31

A X B

7

16.6l

1.9?

.090

A X C

7

12.61

1.50

.203

B X C

1

1.89

1.57

.219

A X B X C

7

8,1+8

1.01

.i+i+5

32

38.50

63

108.73

Source

Error
TOTAL

P Value

Prob.>F

APPENDIX J
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Competitive-Cooperative (First 3 Trials) Variable

Source

df

Sum of Squares

F Value

Prob.>F

Confederate (A)

7

21.1+8

4.01

.003

Stare (B)

1

0.02

0.02

.887

Dominance (C)

1

3.52

4.59

.040

A X B

7

9.61

1.79

.123

A X C

7

8.61

l.6l

.169

B X C

1

2.64

3.45

.073

A X B X C

7

5 .*+8

1.02

.435

32

24.50

63

75.86

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX K
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Aimless-Motivated Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

4.25

0.50

.829

Stare (B)

1

5.o6

4.15

.049

Dominance (C )

1

0.56

0.46

.502

A X B

7

18.69

2.19

.061

A X C

7

8.19

0.96

.523

B X C

1

2.25

1.85

.184

A X B X C

7

5.00

0.59

.763

32

39.00

63

83.00

Source

Error
TOTAL

F Value

Prob.>F

APPENDIX L
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Comfortable-Uncomfortable Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

20.50

2.18

.063

Stare (B)

1

0.56

0.42

.522

Dominance (C)

1

7.56

5.63

.024

A X B

7

25.44

2.70

.025

A X C

7

6.94

0.74

.643

B X C

1

6.25

4.65

.039

A X B X C

7

5.75

0.61

.744

32

43.00

63

116.00

Source

Error
TOTAL

F Value

Prob,>F

APPENDIX M
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Threatened - Non-Threatened Variable

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

8.23

1.60

.170

Stare (B)

1

3.52

4,79

.036

Dominance (C)

1

0.14

0.19

.665

A X B

7

10.11

1.97

.091

A X C

7

18.98

3.69

.005

B X C

1

3.52

4.79

.036

A X B X C

7

5.11

0.99

.549

32

23.50

63

73.11

Source

Error
TOTAL

F Value

Prob.> F

APPENDIX N
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Angry-Not Angry Variable
Source

df

Sum of Squares

F Value

Prob.> F

Confederate (A)

7

6.94

1.13

.368

Stare (B)

1

1.00

1.14

.293

Dominance (C)

1

0.56

0.64

.429

A X B

7

5.50

0.90

.521

A X C

7

1.94

0.32

.941

B X C

1

4,oo

4.57

.0^-0

A X B X C

7

4.00

0.65

.711

32

28.00

63

51.9^

Error
TOTAL

APPENDIX 0
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for the Embarrassed-Unembarrassed Variable
F Value

df

Sum of Squares

Confederate (A)

7

22,36

2.65

.027

Stare (B)

1

9.77

8.17

.008

Dominance (C)

1

1.89

1.57

.219

A X B

7

16.61

1.97

.090

A X C

7

15.98

1.90

.102

B X C

1

8.27

6.87

.013

A X B X C

7

7.61

0.90

.517

32

38.50

63

120.98

Source

Error
TOTAL

Prob.> F

APPENDIX P
Chi-Square Analysis of the Number
of Subjects Who Correctly Followed Instructions
for the Auditory Test*

Stare
Observed = 11

No-Stare
Observed = 15

HighDominant
Subjects
Expected - 12.235

Observed = 13

Expected - 13,765

Observed = 12

LowDominant
Subjects
Expected = 11,765

Expected = 13*235

"X* = o,4803» £ <-50
*There were 16 subjects in each cell.

APPENDIX Q
Unequal Cell Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for Mistakes on the Auditory Discrimination Test

df

Sum of Squares

F Value

Confederate (A)

7

13.67

.78

.611

Stare (B)

1

0.06

0.02

.877

Dominance (C )

1

0.76

0.31

.585

A X B

7

47.07

2.69

.033

A X C

7

12.48

0.71

.663

B X C

1

2.00

0.80

.379

A X B X C

6

21.30

1.42

.247

24

60.00

54

157.35

Source

Error
TOTAL

Prob.> F

APPENDIX R
t-test for Differences Between
High- and Low-Dominant Subjects in
Frequency of Return Eye Contact

Low-Dominant Subjects

High-Dominant Subjects
x -

^*8125

X =

3.8125

S =

^,40

S *

2.88

n = 16

n = 16
t - .7605 n.s.
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